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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 
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To Shake Their Guns in the 
Tyrant’s Face 

By Robert H. Churchill 
Reviewed by the University of Michigan 
Press 

After the bombings of 
Oklahoma City in 1995, most Americans 
were shocked to discover that tens of 
thousands of their fellow citizens had 
banded together in homegrown militias. 
Within the next few years, numerous 
studies and media reports appeared 
revealing the unseen world of the 
American militia movement, a loose 
alliance of groups with widely divergent 
views. Not surprisingly, it was the 
movement’s most extreme voices that 
attracted the lion's share of attention. 

In reality the militia 
movement was neither as irrational nor 
as new as it was portrayed in the press, 
Robert Churchill writes. What bound the 
movement together was the shared 
belief that citizens have a right, even a 
duty, to take up arms against wanton 
exercise of unconstitutional power by 
the federal government. Many were 
motivated to join the movement by what 
they saw as a rise in state violence, 
illustrated by the government assaults at 
Ruby Ridge, Idaho in 1992, and Waco, 
Texas in 1993. It was this perception 
and the determination to deter future 
state violence, Churchill argues, that 
played the greatest role in the growth of 
the American militia movement. 

Churchill uses three case 
studies to illustrate the origin of some of 
the core values of the modern militia 
movement: Fries' Rebellion in 

Pennsylvania at the end of the 
eighteenth century, the Sons of Liberty 
Conspiracy in Civil War-era Indiana and 
Illinois, and the Black Legion in 
Michigan and Ohio during the 
Depression. Building on extensive 
interviews with militia members, the 


author places the contemporary militia 
movement in the context of these earlier 
insurrectionary movements that, 
animated by a libertarian interpretation 
of the American Revolution, used force 
to resist the authority of the federal 
government. 

A historian of early America, 
Churchill has published numerous 
articles on American political violence 
and the right to keep and bear arms. He 
is currently Associate Professor of 
History at the University of Hartford. 

Excerpts from Churchill’s book 
(pp. 7-11): 

“The militia movement has 
been the subject of at least a dozen 
books and hundreds of articles, yet it 
remains one of the most poorly 
understood political movements of the 
twentieth century. In the months after 
the bombing of the Oklahoma City 
federal building by Timothy McVeigh, 
civil rights activists offered "expert" 
commentary in hundreds of news 
stories. Within a year, books by leading 
figures associated with civil rights 
organizations, including Morris Dees [of 
the Southern Poverty Law Center, or 
SPLC] offered a coherent narrative of 
the origin of the movement. 

“According to Dees, Kenneth 
Stern, Richard Abanes and others the 
militia movement was an outgrowth of 
the racist Right. Civil rights activists 
portrayed the militias as the armed wing 
of a much larger "Christian Patriot" 
movement. They warned that Christian 
Patriots numbered in the millions and 
that Christian Patriotism called for 
restoration of white, Christian, 
patriarchal domination. The Christian 
Patriot movement as a whole, and the 
militias in particular, were [alleged to be] 
antidemocratic, paranoid, virulently anti- 
semitic, genocidally racist, and brutally 
violent. Much of this literature suggested 


that Timothy McVeigh was the 

movement's highest expression. In this 
narrative, the militias and the Patriot 
movement took on the guise of the 
perfect racist "other," and the threat they 
posed was best articulated by Dees' 
apocalyptic vision of a "gathering storm." 

“This "narrative of 1995" 

produced by civil rights organizations, 
coupled with the horror of the Oklahoma 
City bombing, triggered what Steven 
Chernak has referred to as a moral 
panic. Leading militia "experts" injected 
their portrait of the movement into public 
consciousness and popular culture. In 
news coverage, popular novels, 
episodes of Law and Order, and movies 
such as Arlington Road, the public 

became well-acquainted with the 

archetypal militiaman, usually portrayed 
as warped by racial hatred, obsessed 
with bizarre conspiracy theories, and 
hungry for violent retribution. 

“The moral panic over the 
"militia menace" strongly resembled 
previous moral panics over the 

"communist menace". Less well known 
is America's "Brown Scare." In the late 
1930s, political activists on the left 
warned that an array of far right 
opponents of President Roosevelt and 
the New Deal . . . constituted a fifth 
column composed of fascist brownshirts 
. . . (T)he ensuing moral panic facilitated 
a campaign of repression waged by the 
U.S. government against the Far Right 
during World War II. In 1995-6, the 
moral panic over the militia movement 
blossomed into a second American 
Brown Scare. 

“The civil rights 

organizations that produced the 
narrative of 1995 conceived of 
themselves as political opponents of 
the militia movement, and these 
organizations made the legal 
suppression of the movement one of 







their central political objectives. That 
political objective has systematically 
shaped their reporting on the 
movement. Their analyses might 
serve as a primary source base for an 
interesting analysis of how the 
activist Left perceived the Far Right 
at the turn of the millennium. To use 
this literature as a primary source 
base in an analysis of the character 
of the militia movement itself is to 
allow the movement's opponents to 
define it. 

“Unfortunately, much of the 
scholarship on the militia movement 
produced in the last ten years has not 
broken free from the influence of the 
narrative of 1995. Too many scholars 
have relied on the reports and books 
generated by the Brown Scare as 
primary evidence of the character of the 
movement. Others who have avoided 
this first error have nevertheless allowed 
the narrative of 1995 to unduly influence 
their research agendas. Finally, even 
the best scholarship on militias tends to 
inappropriately conflate the militia 
movement with other movements on the 
far right of American politics and to 
overstate the influence of millennial 
thought on militia ideology. 

“The final academic legacy of 
the Brown Scare is an emphasis on the 
allegedly close association of militia 
groups with other far right organizations, 
such as white supremacist groups, 
Christian Identity ministries, common- 
law courts, and tax protest societies. 
The narrative of 1995 lumped all of 
these disparate far right groups together 
in the "Christian Patriot movement," a 
misguided simplification that has led a 
number of senior scholars to blur the 
lines between different groups with quite 
different worldviews. 

Since the turn of the 
millennium, three scholars have begun 
the task of freeing scholarship of the 
militia movement from the narrative of 
1995. . . As an historian, I hope to 
contribute to this field an insight gained 
in the study of other partisan political 
crises in American history: in evaluating 
the ideology of an insurgent movement, 
one must not allow the movement's 
partisan allies, much less its partisan 
enemies, to speak for it.” 

Commentary by Mike 
Vanderboegh 

It is vitally important that the 
biases documented by Prof. Churchill 
not enter into the decision making loop 
of law enforcement. Yet the DHS report 
is based on Southern Poverty Law 
Center bias. According to a Washington 
Times article by Audrey Hudson and Eli 


Lake, "Federal agency warns of radicals 
on right": 

"Mark Potok, director of the 
(SPLC's) intelligence project, said the 
Homeland Security report, 'confirms that 
white supremacists are interested in the 
military. There is some concern, and 
there should be, about returning 
veterans, one need only think of the 
example of Timothy McVeigh, who was 
in the first Iraq war.' 

"Mr. Potok added that he was 
generally pleased with the report. 
'Basically, the report tracks fairly closely 
with what we have been saying for 
some time now. They mention us a 
couple of times, though not by name,' he 
said." 

The “moral panic” whipped up 
by the "Narrative of 1995” has now been 
embraced by the federal government 
and by many state law enforcement 
organizations and will guide their actions 
in the coming months and years. 

My suggestion? Arm 
yourselves with the truth. Buy a copy of 
Prof. Churchill's book. And after you are 
done reading it, donate it to your local 
sheriff or state "fusion center." If left 
unchallenged, the "Narrative of 1995" 
could get us all killed. 

Excerpts from the Department 
of Homeland Security’s’ 
“Rightwing Extremism” 
Bulletin 

Unclassified/For Official Use Only 

(U//FOUO) Rightwing Extremism: 
Current Economic and Political 
Climate Fueling Resurgence in 
Radicalization and Recruitment 

7 April 2009 

(U) Prepared by the Extremism and 
Radicalization Branch, Homeland 
Environment Threat Analysis Division 
[Dept. of Homeland Security]. 
Coordinated with the FBI. 

(U//FOUO) This product is one of a 
series of intelligence assessments 
published by the Extremism and 
Radicalization Branch to facilitate a 
greater understanding of the 
phenomenon of violent radicalization in 
the United States. The information is 
provided to federal, state, local, and 
tribal counterterrorism and law 
enforcement officials so they may 
effectively deter, prevent, preempt, or 
respond to terrorist attacks against the 
United States. Federal efforts to 
influence domestic public opinion must 
be conducted in an overt and 
transparent manner, clearly identifying 
United States Government sponsorship. 
(U) LAW ENFORCEMENT 

INFORMATION NOTICE: This product 


contains Law Enforcement Sensitive 
(LES) information. No portion of the LES 
information should be released to the 
media, the general public, or over non- 
secure Internet servers. Release of this 
information could adversely affect or 
jeopardize investigative activities. 
(U) Warning: This document is 
UNCLASSIFIED//FOR OFFICIAL USE 
ONLY (U//FOUO). It contains 
information that may be exempt from 
public release under the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). It is to 
be controlled, stored, handled, 
transmitted, distributed, and disposed of 
in accordance with DHS policy relating 
to FOUO information and is not to be 
released to the public, the media, or 
other personnel who do not have a valid 
need-to-know without prior approval of 
an authorized DHS official. State and 
local homeland security officials may 
share this document with authorized 
security personnel without further 
approval from DHS. 

(U//LES) The DHS/Office of Intelligence 
and Analysis (l&A) has no specific 
information that domestic rightwing 
terrorists are currently planning acts of 
violence, but rightwing extremists may 
be gaining new recruits by playing on 
their fears about several emergent 
issues. The economic downturn and the 
election of the first African American 
president present unique drivers for 
rightwing radicalization and recruitment. 
(U) All U.S. person information has been 
minimized. Should you require the 
minimized U.S. person information, 
please contact the DHS/I&A Production 
Branch at IA.PM@hq.dhs.gov, 
IA.PM@dhs.sgov.gov, or 

IA.PM@dhs.ic.gov. 

(U//FOUO) DHS/I&A will be working with 
its state and local partners over the next 
several months to ascertain with greater 
regional specificity the rise in rightwing 
extremist activity in the United States, 
with a particular emphasis on the 
political, economic, and social factors 
that drive rightwing extremist 
radicalization. 

(U) DHS encourages recipients of this 
document to report information 
concerning suspicious or criminal 
activity to DHS and the FBI. The DHS 
National Operations Center (NOC) can 
be reached by telephone at 202-282- 
9685 or by e-mail at 
NOC.Fusion@dhs.gov. For information 
affecting the private sector and critical 
infrastructure, contact the National 
Infrastructure Coordinating Center 
(NICC), a sub-element of the NOC. The 
NICC can be reached by telephone at 
202-282-9201 or by e-mail at 
NICC@dhs.gov. The FBI regional phone 
numbers can be found online at 




http://www.fbi.gov/contact/fo/fo.htm. 
When available, each report submitted 
should include the date, time, location, 
type of activity, number of people and 
type of equipment used for the activity, 
the name of the submitting company or 
organization, and a designated point of 
contact. 

(U) For comments or questions related 
to the content or dissemination of this 
document, please contact the DHS/I&A 
Production Branch at 

IA.PM@hq.dhs.gov, 

IA.PM@dhs.sgov.gov, or 

IA.PM@dhs.ic.gov. 

(U) Tracked by: CRIM-040300-01-05, 
CRIM-040400-01 -05, TERR-010000-01 - 
05 

DHS Secretary Sued over 
“Rightwing Extremism” Policy 

The Thomas More Law Center, 
a national public interest law firm, has 
filed a federal lawsuit against Homeland 
Security Secretary Janet Napolitano on 
behalf of conservative radio talk show 
host Michael Savage, Gregg 
Cunningham (of the pro-life organization 
Center for Bio-Ethical Reform) and Iraqi 
War Marine veteran Kevin Murray. The 
lawsuit claims that her Department's 
"Rightwing Extremism Policy," as 
reflected in the recently publicized 
Intelligence Assessment “Rightwing 
Extremism: Current Economic and 
Political Climate Fueling Resurgence in 
Radicalization and Recruitment”, 
violates the civil liberties of combat 
veterans as well as American citizens by 
targeting them for disfavored treatment 
on account of their political beliefs. 

The Law Center claims that 
DHS has violated the First and Fifth 
Amendment Constitutional rights of the 
plaintiffs by attempting to chill their free 
speech, expressive association, and 
equal protection rights. The lawsuit 
further claims that the Department of 
Homeland Security encourages law 
enforcement officers throughout the 
nation to target and report citizens to 
federal officials as suspicious rightwing 
extremists and potential terrorists 
because of their political beliefs. 

Richard Thompson, President 
and Chief Counsel of the Thomas More 
Law Center stated, "The Obama 
Administration has declared war on 
American patriots and our Constitution. 
The Report even admits that the 
Department has no specific information 
on any plans of violence by so-called 
‘rightwing extremists.' Rather, what they 
do have is the expression of political 
opinions by certain individuals and 
organizations that oppose the Obama 
administration's policies, and this 


expression is protected speech under 
the First Amendment." 

Thompson added, "Janet 
Napolitano is lying to the American 
people when she says the Report is not 
based on ideology or political beliefs. In 
fact, her report would have the 
admiration of any current or past dictator 
in the way it targets political opponents." 

The Report specifically 
mentions the following political beliefs 
that law enforcement should use to 
determine whether someone is a 
"rightwing extremist": someone who 
opposes restrictions on firearms, 
opposes lax immigration, opposes the 
policies of President Obama regarding 
immigration, citizenship and the 
expansion of social programs, opposes 
continuation of free trade agreements, 
opposes same-sex marriage, has 
paranoia of foreign regimes, fear of 
Communist regimes, opposes one world 
government, bemoans the decline of 
U.S. stature in the world, is upset with 
loss of U.S. manufacturing jobs to China 
and India and the list goes on. 

The Law Center is asking the 
court to declare that the DHS policy 
violates the First and Fifth Amendments, 
to permanently enjoin the Policy and its 
application to the plaintiffs' speech and 
other activities. 

— www.thomasmore.org , Apr. 16, 2009 

Militia, tax protesters, patriots, 
constitutionalists smeared by 
DHS’ “enemies list” 
(U//FOUO) Domestic Extremism 
Lexicon 
26 March 2009 

(U) Prepared by the Strategic Analysis 
Group and the Extremism and 
Radicalization Branch, Homeland 
Environment Threat Analysis Division. 
This product is one in a series of 
reference aids designed to provide 
operational and intelligence advice and 
assistance to other elements of DHS, as 
well as state, local, and regional fusions 
centers. DHS/I&A intends this 
background information to assist 
federal, state, local, and tribal homeland 
security and law enforcement officials in 
conducting analytic activities. This 
product provides definitions for key 
terms and phrases that often appear in 
DHS analysis that addresses the nature 
and scope of the threat that domestic, 
non-lslamic extremism poses to the 
United States. 

(U) Definitions 

(U) militia movement 

(U//FOUO) A rightwing extremist 

movement composed of groups or 

individuals who adhere to an 

antigovernment ideology often 


incorporating various conspiracy 
theories. Members oppose most federal 
and state laws, regulations, and 
authority (particularly firearms laws and 
regulations) and often conduct 
paramilitary training designed to resist 
perceived government interference in 
their activities or to overthrow the U.S. 
Government through the use of 
violence. (also: citizens militia, 
unorganized militia) 

(U) patriot movement 
(U//FOUO) A term used by rightwing 
extremists to link their beliefs to those 
commonly associated with the American 
Revolution. The patriot movement 
primarily comprises violent 

antigovernment groups such as militias 
and sovereign citizens, (also: Christian 
patriots, patriot group, Constitutionalists, 
Constitutionist) 

(U) tax resistance movement 
(U//FOUO) Groups or individuals who 
vehemently believe taxes violate their 
constitutional rights. Among their beliefs 
are that wages are not income, that 
paying income taxes is voluntary, and 
that the 16th Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, which allowed Congress to 
levy taxes on income, was not properly 
ratified. Members have been known to 
advocate or engage in criminal activity 
and plot acts of violence and terrorism in 
an attempt to advance their extremist 
goals. They often target government 
entities such as the Internal Revenue 
Service and the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, 
(also: tax protest movement, tax 
freedom movement, antitax movement) 

(U) DHS encourages recipients 
of this document to report information 
concerning suspicious or criminal 
activity to DHS and the FBI. 

Ed.: DHS’ lexicon contains 52 
“definitions” but does not include Islamic 
jidahists, 3 of whom were recently 
convicted of terrorism here in New 
Jersey. 

New Jersey, 49 th in Freedom 

New Jersey is a highly 
regulated state, #46 on economic 
freedom, #45 on personal freedom, 
and #49 overall. Taxes and spending 
are high. Spending on education is 
particularly high. Property taxes are 
among the highest in the country, and 
individual income taxes are also high. 
Gun control is extensive. Marijuana laws 
are subpar. New Jersey has primary 
seat-belt enforcement, motorcycle and 
bicycle helmet laws, a cell phone driving 
ban, an open-container law, sobriety 
checkpoints, and mandatory liability and 
personal injury coverage for 
automobiles. Fireworks are prohibited. 




Asset forfeiture is largely unreformed. 
Cigarette taxes are stratospheric, and 
smoking bans are as draconian as any 
in the country. On the positive side, 
alcohol is taxed fairly reasonably, and, 
like Nevada, casino and slots gambling 
are legal statewide. More importantly, 
private and home school regulations are 
surprisingly light, extending only to 
broad curriculum requirements. Civil 
unions are also recognized. On 
economic regulation, labor laws are 
predictably costly, statewide land-use 
planning (“smart growth”) is in force, and 
there is extensive community rating for 
private health insurance. On other 
issues, however, New Jersey is about 
average. 

— Freedom in the 50 States, 
Feb. 2009, Mercatus Center, George 
Mason U. 

Ed.: do we need a militia, or 

what. 

“Progress in New Jersey” 

“New Jersey continues to make 
progress when it comes to common- 
sense gun laws.” - Paul Helmke, Brady 
Campaign president, commenting on 
the rating the group gave the state, 
which has twice the murder rate and 11 
times the armed robbery rate of 
Vermont. 

“Vermont is one of the few 
states without any real regulations to 
control the sale of handguns.” - Chad 
Ramsey, Brady campaign 

spokesperson, commenting on the “F” 
rating the group gave the state of 
Vermont. 

-- America’s 1 st Freedom, April, 2009 

Obama to protect "state 
secrets" 

San Francisco - The Obama 
administration formally adopted the 
Bush administration's position that the 
courts cannot judge the legality of the 
National Security Agency's (NSA's) 
warrantless wiretapping program, filing a 
motion to dismiss Jewel v. NSA late 
Friday. 

In Jewel v. NSA, the Electronic 
Frontier Foundation (EFF) is challenging 
the agency's dragnet surveillance of 
millions of ordinary Americans. The 
Obama Justice Department claims that 
litigation over the wiretapping program 
would require the government to 
disclose privileged "state secrets." 
These are essentially the same 
arguments made by the Bush 
administration in Hepting v. AT&T, 
EFF's lawsuit against one of the telecom 
giants complicit in the NSA spying. 

"President Obama promised 
the American people a new era of 


transparency, accountability, and 
respect for civil liberties," said EFF 
Senior Staff Attorney Kevin Bankston. 
"But insisting that the warrantless 
wiretapping program is still a 'secret' 
that cannot be reviewed by the courts, it 
feels like deja vu all over again." 

- EFT April 6, 2009 

Rule on, Wall Street! 

President Barack Obama’s 
pledge not to hire lobbyists has not 
prevented potential conflicts-of-interest 
for some of his key advisers. Take, for 
instance, Lawrence Summers. As 
chairman of the National Economic 
Council, Summers is the president’s top 
economic adviser. Last year he 
reportedly earned more than $5 million 
from a hedge fund, D. E. Shaw, and 
collected another $2.7 million in 
speaking fees from Wall Street 
companies that received government 
bailout money. Altogether, Summers 
made 40 paid appearances in 2008, 
including speeches to Goldman Sachs 
($135,000), J. P. Morgan ($67,500), 
Citigroup ($45,000), and the now 
defunct Lehman Brothers ($67,500). A 
White House spokesman said the 
disclosures did not demonstrate a 
conflict of interest for Summers, the 
former president of Harvard and 
Treasury Secretary under President Bill 
Clinton, even though his role includes 
advising Obama on regulating hedge 
funds and dealing with the financial 
industry. Summers’ protege, Timothy 
Geithner, is Obama’s Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Another member of the Obama 
administration, deputy national security 
advisor Thomas Donilon, earned $3.9 
million as a partner in the law firm of 
O’Melveny & Myers, which represents 
both Goldman Sachs and Citigroup. 

-- AIIGov.com, April 5, 2009 

The Gang of 6? 

Spain's attorney general has 
rejected an attempt to bring a criminal 
case against six former US officials over 
torture allegations at Guantanamo Bay. 

Judge Baltasar Garzon, who is 
best known for issuing an arrest warrant 
for former Chilean military leader 
Augusto Pinochet in 1998, had 
requested the attorney general's advise 
on whether to investigate the officials 
following a complaint from human-rights 
lawyers over alleged torture at the 
detention center. 

The suspects are former Bush 
Administration officials Attorney General 
Alberto Gonzales, Undersecretary of 
Defence Douglas Feith; Vice-President 
Dick Cheney's chief of staff, David 


Addington; Justice Department lawyers 
John Yoo and Jay Bybee; and Pentagon 
lawyer William Haynes. 

It is alleged the men advised 
former President George W Bush that 
he could ignore the Geneva 
Conventions, and provided legal cover 
to allow interrogators to use techniques 
such as "water-boarding". 

- BBC News, April 16, 2009 

Triple dealing in D.C. 

Rep. Jane Harman is denying 
that she tried to interfere with a Justice 
Department prosecution of alleged 
spying for Israel. 

Harman responded angrily 
Monday to a story in CQ Politics 
reporting that the National Security 
Agency monitored a conversation in 
which she told a suspected Israeli agent 
that she would press prosecutors to 
reduce charges against two former 
officials of the American Israeli Public 
Affairs Committee. 

The story said she agreed to 
lobby the Justice Department in 
exchange for AlPAC's help in lobbying 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi for the 
chairmanship of the House Intelligence 
Committee. Pelosi eventually passed 
her over for the position. 

It also said that a connected 
investigation of Harman was dropped 
not for a "lack of evidence," as 
previously reported, but because of 
intervention by then-Attorney General 
Alberto Gonzales, who wanted 
Harman's help in defending the Bush 
administration's warrantless wiretapping 
program. 

Harman said her support for 
AIPAC is well known, but that the rest of 
the story is groundless. 

AIPAC labeled the notion of a 
quid pro quo as "absurd," said AIPAC 
spokesman Patrick Dorton. 

CG quoted an NSA transcript 
in which Harman reportedly told the 
unidentified Israeli agent she would 
"waddle into" the AIPAC case "if you 
think it will make a difference." Before 
hanging up, according to the transcript, 
she said, "This conversation doesn't 
exist." - The Hill, April 20, 2009 

Ed.: so a Congresswoman will 
protect alleged Israeli spying in return 
for an Israeli lobbying group's support 
for her ambition to chair the House 
Intelligence Committee, and the 
Attorney General won't prosecute Israeli 
spies if the Congresswoman goes along 
with warrantless wiretapping! How long 
will we put up with these criminals? 




Heller on firearms for private 
use 

Below are quotes from District 
of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 290 
(2008), (in which the Supreme Court 
held that the Second Amendment 
protects an individual's right to possess 
a firearm for private use), regarding the 
types of weapons protected by the 2nd 
Amendment. Except for handguns, this 
is all dicta [not binding as legal 
precedent]. Note also that the weapon 
must be small and light enough to be 
borne or carried. 

"At the time of the founding, as 
now, to ‘bear’ meant to ‘carry.’ See 
Johnson 161; Webster; T. Sheridan, A 
Complete Dictionary of the English 
Language (1796); 2 Oxford English 
Dictionary 20 (2d ed.1989) (hereinafter 
Oxford). When used with ‘arms,’ 
however, the term has a meaning that 
refers to carrying for a particular 
purpose — confrontation. In [citation 
omitted] the course of analyzing the 
meaning of ‘carries a firearm’ in a 
federal criminal statute, Justice 
GINSBURG wrote that ‘[s]urely a most 
familiar meaning is, as the Constitution's 
Second Amendment ... indicate^]: 
“wear, bear, or carry ... upon the person 
or in the clothing or in a pocket, for the 
purpose ... of being armed and ready for 
offensive or defensive action in a case 

of conflict with another person..[citation 

omitted] (dissenting opinion) (quoting 
Black's Law Dictionary 214 (6th 
ed.1998)). We think that Justice 
GINSBURG accurately captured the 
natural meaning of ‘bear arms.’ 
Although the phrase implies that the 
carrying of the weapon is for the 
purpose of ‘offensive or defensive 
action,’ it in no way connotes 
participation in a structured military 
organization." (at 2793) 

"....the Second Amendment 
extends, prima facie, to all instruments 
that constitute bearable arms, even 
those that were not in existence at the 
time of the founding." (at 2791-92) 

"We also recognize another 
important limitation on the right to keep 
and carry arms. Miller said, as we have 
explained, that the sorts of weapons 
protected were those 'in common use at 
the time.' . . . We think that limitation is 
fairly supported by the historical tradition 
of prohibiting the carrying of 'dangerous 
and unusual weapons.’" .(at 2817-18) 

"It may be objected that if 
weapons that are most useful in military 
service - M-16 rifles and the like - may 
be banned, then the Second 
Amendment right is completely 
detached from the prefatory clause. But 
as we have said, the conception of the 


militia at the time of the Second 
Amendment's ratification was the body 
of all citizens capable of military service, 
who would bring the sorts of lawful 
weapons that they possessed at home 
to militia duty. It may well be true today 
that a militia, to be as effective as 
militias in the 18th century, would 
require sophisticated arms that are 
highly unusual in society at large. 
Indeed, it may be true that no amount of 
small arms could be useful against 
modern-day bombers and tanks. But the 
fact that modern developments have 
limited the degree of fit between the 
prefatory clause and the protected right 
cannot change our interpretation of the 
right."(at 2817). 

Sheriff Joe Arpaio for 
Homeland Security Chief! 

By Tim Macy 

With all the nonsense being 
uttered by politicians who are blaming 
American gun owners for the violence in 
Mexico, it’s refreshing to hear at least 
one elected official offer some common 
sense. 

Sheriff Joe Arpaio of Maricopa 
County, Arizona, employing more than 
3,000 people, runs the nation’s third 
largest Sheriff’s office. He has gained 
fame for tough, no-nonsense law- 
enforcement since 1992. 

When faced with a shortage of 
cells, Arpaio bought tents and 
surrounded them with barbed wire. He 
also upset the soft-on-crime crowd by 
banning smoking and pornography and 
requiring inmates to wear pink 
underwear. And he actually makes 
prisoners work on roads and other 
manual labor. 

Arpaio is most well known for 
his strong stance against illegal 
immigration. In 2005, Arizona made 
smuggling illegal aliens a felony. That 
empowered officers such as Sheriff 
Arpaio to enforce immigration law, 
something at which the federal 
government has failed miserably. 

But perhaps what enrages the 
anti-gun liberal establishment the most 
is that Sheriff Arpaio actually believes in 
the Second Amendment and he trusts 
average citizens with firearms! Arpiao 
deputized citizen volunteers to patrol 
malls, arrest graffiti violators, dead beat 
parents, and even illegal aliens. The 
volunteers furnish their own airplanes, 
jeeps and horses - and they are armed. 

Contrast what Sheriff Arpaio is 
doing to uphold the law with proposals 
to strip Americans of their Second 
Amendment rights put forth by the 
Obama administration. 


Attorney General Eric Holder 
said, “We would like to re-institute the 
ban on the sale of assault weapons.... I 
think that will have a positive impact in 
Mexico, at a minimum.” 

Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton said, “The guns that are sold in 
the United States, which are illegal in 
Mexico, get smuggled over our border 
and arm these terrible drug-dealing 
criminals so that they can outgun these 
poor police officers along the border and 
elsewhere in Mexico." 

These “blame America first" 
officials are echoing the condescending 
statement of Mexican Attorney General 
Eduardo Medina Mora, who said the 
U.S. should renew the so-called “assault 
weapons" ban. 

“The Second Amendment was 
never meant to arm foreign criminal 
groups,” the foreign leader lectured. 

For one thing, Senor Mora, 
Mexican drug cartels use fully automatic 
machine guns, grenades, anti-tank 
rockets and other weapons that are not 
readily available to U.S. gun owners. 
But more importantly, the problems of 
another country should never be used 
as an excuse to curtail the rights and 
liberties of U.S. citizens. 

The first responsibility of our 
government is to protect and defend the 
Constitution of the United States, but 
what does Sheriff Arpaio get for 
protecting his county from law¬ 
breakers? Is he thanked for keeping 
criminals away from our neighborhoods, 
schools and children? Is he given an 
award for his role on the front-line of 
border security seriously? 

No! Anti-gun elitists like 
supposed civil rights leader Al Sharpton 
and ACORN CEO Bertha Lewis are 
calling for his resignation. 

In addition, some in Congress 
have instigated a federal investigation of 
Arpiao. Reps. Conyers (Ml), Nadler 
(NY), Lofgren (CA), and Scott (VA) have 
alleged that Arpiao has committed civil 
rights violations. 

These so-called civil rights 
leaders and Congress persons are 
hypocrites. They urge that we strip 
Americans of a constitutionally protected 
civil right (to keep and bear arms), while 
they invent rights for illegal aliens. 

Such Members of Congress 
should resign. 

We at Gun owners of America 
believe these people are radical 
members of the left who would love to 
disarm honest American citizens—and 
we will fight their efforts as long as we 
breathe. 

Sheriff Arpaio, on the other 
hand, would make a very effective 




Homeland Security chief. Keep up the 
good work Sheriff Joe! 

- Gun Owners of America, April 9, 2009 

The Blame Game 

If you want to lay the proper 
blame for what is going on in America, 
lay it on We the People. The blaming of 
the Democrats or the Republicans is a 
fools' activity at the Suckers' Carnival, 
brought to us courtesy of the ruling 
elites, whose rule is a flip side of the 
depressed morality and sense of 
individual responsibility of We the 
People. - Jacob Roginsky 

FBI’s “Operation Vigilant 
Eagle” 

By Daphne Eviatar 

Veterans groups and 
conservatives roared last week when 
news broke that the FBI was targeting 
veterans in a broad probe of extremist 
groups under Operation Vigilant Eagle. 
But little noise was made when the Bush 
administration granted the FBI wide- 
ranging authority to investigate 
individuals or groups, regardless of 
whether they are suspected of criminal 
activity. 

The Attorney General 
Guidelines adopted by AG Michael 
Mukasey in December 2008, authorized 
the FBI to conduct "assessments" of 
suspects without requiring any factual 
basis for suspicion. 

The Mukasey guidelines, 
purportedly "to prevent future terrorist 
acts against the American people," allow 
the FBI to use physical surveillance; 
interview a person's neighbors, landlord, 
colleagues or friends; recruit and assign 
informants to attend political or other 
meetings under false pretenses; and to 
retrieve personal data from commercial 
databases; all without having a factual 
basis to believe that the target of the 
investigation has done anything wrong. 

AG Guidelines were first 
created in 1976 in the wake of 
intelligence and law enforcement 
abuses during the Watergate era. "The 
guidelines always required articulable 
facts to support a reasonable suspicion 
that someone was violating the law," 


said Edward German, a 16-year FBI 
agent now working for the ACLU. "That's 
a very low standard." 

Similarly, the Code of Federal 
Regulations require that state and local 
law enforcement agencies receiving 
federal funding "collect information 
concerning an individual only if there is 
reasonable suspicion that the individual 
is involved in criminal conduct or activity 
and the information is relevant to that 
criminal conduct or activity." 

Reasonable suspicion is much 
less than the standard for an arrest, 
which requires "probable cause." 

The FBI can recruit informants 
and send them, undercover, into any 
organization to spy on them. To critics, 
that seems eerily reminiscent of FBI 
counter-intelligence programs in the 
1960s and early 70s, used to spy on 
people and organizations that the 
government considered radical, such as 
the Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Says German. "They can get 
Grand Jury subpoenas for your 
telephone records, even though they 
don't actually suspect you of doing 
anything wrong. It could be just for the 
purpose of determining whether you'd 
be a good informant." 

AG Guidelines, covering FBI 
investigations, can be amended by the 
Attorney General alone, and don't 
require the approval of Congress. 

Whether these expanded 
powers are effective, however, is not at 
all clear. According to a March 2009 
ACLU report on the PATRIOT Act, the 
DOJ declined to prosecute 87 percent of 
the international terrorism cases that the 
FBI referred for prosecution. "Yet the 
FBI keeps all of the information it 
collects through these dubious 
investigations, forever." 

That hasn't stopped the Justice 
Department from expanding the FBI's 
powers over the last seven years. 

Under AG John Ashcroft, the 
guidelines were amended to allow the 
FBI to conduct investigations up to an 
entire year without requiring even a 
"reasonable indication" of criminal 
activity. The only things not allowed by 
these investigations were opening the 
subject's mail and electronic 


surveillance. Still, the Ashcroft 
guidelines required at least "information 
or an allegation which indicates the 
possibility of criminal activity." 

When Mukasey announced 
that he was considering changing these 
guidelines, Sens. Russ Feingold, Dick 
Durbin and Ted Kennedy wrote a letter 
to Mukasey expressing their concerns: 

"We are particularly concerned 
that the draft guidelines might permit an 
innocent American to be subjected to 
such intrusive surveillance based in part 
on race, ethnicity, national origin, 
religion, or on protected First 
Amendment activities.” 

A coalition of nearly 40 
organizations objected that the 
guidelines would expand the scope of 
the FBI's powers "to an unprecedented 
degree." 

Nonetheless the proposed 
changes were adopted in December 
2008, just weeks before Mukasey left 
office. 

Because of the secrecy of the 
investigations, little is known about how 
they've been used so far, says German. 
But such information could be shared 
with other law enforcement agencies at 
"fusion centers" around the country that 
are designed to encourage information¬ 
sharing among law enforcement. Recent 
fusion center reports have encouraged 
law enforcement to monitor educational 
institutions and religious and political 
organizations to detect possible "radical" 
behavior. 

Operation Vigilant Eagle and 

the broad-based surveillance of 

extremist groups provides one example 
of how the FBI might be using that 
power. 

Mike German, the former FBI 

agent, summed up the attitude behind 

the rule this way: "There isn't any crime, 
but we're going to do this broad review 
because potentially crime is a 
possibility.” 

- The Washington Independent, April 
21,2009 

Ed.: Do AG Guidelines override 
the Constitution? Or are the guidelines 
another instance of governmental 
lawlessness? 
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